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o INTRODUCTION
- I A growing concern in recent years. has been the declining achievement
pieveis of elementary and secondary school students.' Research to determine
the antecedent conditions of this phenomenon has taken two paraiie]

- directions. First, a variety of remedial programs have been impiemented

—

(e.g., Proiect Head Start) that attempt to correct the apparent disad-
‘vantages experienced b} children who are,socioeconomica]iy.deprived, or who -
suffer from'physicai and/or emotiqpal handiqaps. Second, some research7_
endeavors have ondertaken an examination of the effects -of various school,
' ciassroom, and teacher characteristics on sﬁudentdachfeVEment.-

The present report attempts to summarize findings from the 1atter_bod¥ | .,
of research, using literature reviews and 1ongitudin31 studies as thehgrime’
ary data soorces. ‘gefore the substantive tindingsvare discussed,’the para-

\ meters for this review will be outiined. The reader is'caytioned to keep.

+ ; : .these parameters in mind when evaluating the ensuing pages. =
First, the primary source of materiai JWas .the ERIC database. Second,

. - only literature reviews and longitudinal studies focusing on the re]evant

, _ variables were included in this review. T:ird the review was 1imited to

| reiative]y regent works (by recent, we 1arge1y mean documents that have ap-

- peared since 1974). Finaiiy, reports that focuted on such reiativeiy
permanent characteristics of individuais such as race and 1Q, were excluded
from the review.~ The primary reasons for the specification of such a nar~
row scope centered on constraints of time and money. Additionally,- the

' major thrust of this review was an eiucidation of aspects of the school
environment that could be altered with relative ease. It was felt that
permanent individugl . characteristics that may affect student achievement,

‘whiie”hn interesting area of study, are quite resistant to the potential

impact of intervention efforts. - ' R N
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Within thgse parameters, the amount of quality of the relevant 11tehe—
ture‘were sohewhatjdisappointing, By far the greatest quantity of work has
been done 1h.the area of the rglationship of class sizevto student achieve-
ment. Other teacher and schoo] characteristics have remained're1at1ve1y un-
exp]ored except as a tangentia] fie]d of 1nqu1ry. 'Among some of the other
dreas that have received sporadic attention are the classroom reward struc-
ture, the social communication pattern within the school, the impact of de- .
segregation, etc. = Each of. these areas will be reviewed briefly below with
a-vjew toward eliciting policy and researeh 1mp11cations from the studies.

It is prudent to reiterate at this point that the present study focuses .
on literature reviews and longitudinal studies that have been published
within the last four or five years. Thus, individual studies such as those
reporting cross-sectional examinations of the relationships among isolated

variables and studies conducted in the early 1970's do not fall within the
purview of the present study. Finally; since the ERIC databdse was used as

the primary source of materials, it is possible that some significant re-

search reported 1n journals and books not covehed by ERIC have been omitted :

AN LY

from the present effort. “In general, however. ‘we feel conf1dent that the
following rebort'brovides an adequate representation of the current re-

search within the scope of the specified parameters.

Classroom Variables .

C]ass Size. The research on class size soffers from severa1 problems

’ which partly explain the inconsistency of the documented relationships of
this variable with student achievement. These methodo]ogica] problems have
been discussed in detail in many review pieces on.the 1ssue of class size.
One of the majoh problems centers on the definition of 1erge and small

* ’ e




class sizes.. What some researchers cohsider to be small c1a$s size (e.g.

twenty-five) cdnstitutes a large. class size for others. Similarly, the is-
sue/pf student teacher ratio has been confused: with student-staff ratio.
Thus, the imp]ications that can be drawn from the existing class size re-.
search are, at best, tentative. In genera], the research indicates that |
sometimes small ciass siaes_are preferable, particu]arty.'hi the earlier
grade Tlevels. More important is the quality of student-teacher inter-
actions and the methods and techniques emp]oyed‘by teachers in the c{ass-
room. Frequently, smaller class sizes facilitate improvement in the quaié‘
ity ofi interactions between teachers and' students, and allow greater
flexibility in matching teaching styles with student needs. La'ger class
sizes, on the other hand, piace dreater demahds on the teacher and
fréqueht]y,neéessitate standardization of prqcedurgs and techniqaes across

1 ). .
_ students, thus minimizing the amount of ‘individualized "instruction that-a

teacher is ab]e to impart. o

In exp]oring the effects of class size on studen; achievement, M-
searchers have posited a variety ofmintervening mechanisms that detefmihe
.the relationship between the two sets of variables. For exampie, Wol fe
(1976) posits ahat small c1asse.scan benefit the personal deve]opment and
emotional well-being of students by avoiding the alienation and stress
produced by larger groups. Similarly, David (1976) notes that the issue of
ciass size may be more one of alienation than one of b'st eduCationai
practice. Pidgeon (1974) attributes the failure of ciass size research dn
providing an unequivocal support for smai]er &asses ¢o the widespread use
of traditional mass teaching methods, which seem to - be-equally effective

for different class sizes.
X ) ] . .-




$f _ Among the conclusions drawn about the relationshfp between class size

{ 3 _ and ‘student” achievement- in one research report (Educgtiona] Research
" sérvice, 1978) are the following: '

j . o The relationship between the two sets of variabfes is highly

- complex.t K _ , .

X : o The effects of class size on pupil achiévéﬁent across all grade
| R levels are contradictory and inconclusive. - “

-

o There is no support for the notion of an optimum class size.

o Efficient class sizes are a product of many variables including:

_ subject area, nature and number of pupils in the classroom, nature

l ' of learning'objéctives, availability of materials and facilities,
o . instructional materials and procedures used, skills and tempera-

ment of the teacher and support staff, and budgetary constraints.

l o The effects of class size on étudeng achievement vary with grade
N ~ level, ' S | ‘ ’
¢ . . ) * . . '
l ' o The effects of class size on student achievement vary-with_ student
characteristics. S : ;

. . e Certain teaching procedu%esland practices perceivéd by some

} educators as conducive to a productive' 1earning environment occur
_ , . more frequently in smaller classes than' in largei classes, but

( this finding is still tentative.. :

e The benefits of smaller class sizes are negated if teachers
~continue to use the same methods and procedures in smaller

L ‘ : , . Classes than they did in the larger ones.
0 e Since the time spdn for most of the stddies,was relative]y"short, ’ '
, 1ittle 1s known about the long term effects of small classes. '
’ » o » s . . ,
Similar conclusions have been drawn in other reviews of class size re-
) N ¥ search. The following quotation serves as an f1lustration: ' o , \\
\ “; . - . . . N >
oy Y "Fraught with problems of definition, measurement, and

- quality, the (class siZe) research offers 1ittle sure and
SR undisputed knowledge and 1ittle 1ikelihood of a quick
R ' resolution. ‘It says with certainty only that the' teaching-
: : B learning process is complicated and affected by many vari-
S ~« bles and that class size has 1ittle powerful and uniform
PR _ effect by itself. :

In the face of such conclusions, educators 'will have to fall
back on common sense and experience and the general trends
' - presented by the research evidence. Smaller size, it appears,
¥ contributes' to desirable process, though-its full impatt on
' process demands’ the use of student centered teaching methods.
' /

\;
. . . ' L . 4




These process benefits have not yet generaiiy been proved to
"résult in greater student achievement. Larger classes can be
as effective as smaller classes, especially when compensatory
arrangements are pade. Variations in class size seem to have
~the most impact at the eiementary 1eve1 .

Smaller classes remain desirable .for quality education and are

widely valued, but they offer no guarantees.  Policy-makers

" can best respond with a class size policy of flexibility, one

. that adjusts size to the particular ends and circumstances of
individual classes. While educators await more definitive
research, administrators and teachers can best solve their -
differences ovér class sfze through mutual compromise and
creative coiiaboration.. (Thompson, 1978, p. 30).

L4

Using a r§ative1y new techniqu,e\, (meta-anaiysis) to review the Htera-

r

ture on class size and stodent ach' vement. Giass and Smi th (1978) found

that, on the average, student achi

ement increases as class size de-

creases. They also found that this. r_iationship was generaiiy not evident

in studies conducted before 1940. Furthermore, the size effect was much
*. .
more convincing in well- designed and we11+oontroiied studies than it was in

poorly designed and_executed‘sgudies. Since\the latter group studies con-*

stitutes a large portion of research on ciass size, the inconciusive re-
sults frequent]y reported in size reviews is hardiy surprising. Finally,

—

the researchers noted slightly stronger advantages of smaii class sizes at

the secondary than at the eiementary Tevels.,

Many researchers have argued in favor of a modifiable arrangement with

respect to class size. For example, David (1976) argues that size remains

a
a,!
land. and Galto (1964) posit that the best hope for the future is to

provide students ‘with opportunities to Tearn 1in both large and small

groups, the selection, of group size being determined by teaching ob-

jectives.. Simiiariy, it has been argued that smaii classes are Justified

oniy when educators accept the presupposition that 1earning is more jmpor-

tant than teaching and accordingly empioy methods . that increase

10

"mediating variable" that'"cannot be’ divorced from context," while Hol-.

(20
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. student-teacher inferaction. Approprdate size wiii also depend on staffing ~
”arrangement an; classroom organization teacher workload, teacher styie.
subject grade level, and the relationship of the ciassroom to the totai
schoo] organization (Pidgeon, 1974). )

Given these wideiy divergent studies, Ryan and Greenfieid (19?6)rcon~
-c]uded that'"we can conceive of no research study or group of studies which
will immediateiy and unambiguousiy resoive the question of. how many
children should be placed in a classroom and how many people of what kinds z

“6hould be responsibie for helping them to 1earn effectively.”

Other'Ciassroom Variabies{ There is some research examining the re-

»

1ationship between student achievement and various characteristics of the

.

ciassroom. One such variabie of interest is the reward structure  that is’
ued in the classroom. "Classroom reward structures refér to the perform-
ance criteria, contingencies or standards that students must satisfy in

. order to receive presumably valued or enforcing consequences such as prizes -
/

_or high\grades" (Michaeis, 1977{\:; 87). Rewards may be structured such
i

g(*s'"

that individuai competition, indiwdual cooperation group competitioﬁ or

group cooperation is encouraged._, . ﬁ“h“ﬂ»m«ﬂ“““; .

[

Ong review of the relationship between classroom reward structures and

student achievement came to the following conclusions:

"1. The 1aboratory or 1aboratory -1ike research on interpersonal
reward structure feviewed here supports a conclusion that
unless subjects have important resources to .share or with-
hold at their discretion, competitive and individual "
reward structures are more effective than cooperative ones
for increasing performance.

2. Classroom research over significant periods of time comparing
) the effects of different reward structures on performance
has been scant, but there is reason to believe that further
research with certain kinds of small-group cooperative struc-
tures may yet produce ‘achievement gains for such structures. .

s .
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3. Consistently-positive effects of cooperative reward structures
"~ on sociq] connectedness dimensibns, @int to an important reason
for continuing the search for effective.cooperative reward - -
structures--that-it may be possible to pérmanently change the
climate of the classroom in a way that promotes mutual attrac-
tion and acceptance -among students. ‘ S
4, Mixtures of competitive and cooperative or cooperative and
individual reward structures appear to be the most promising
avenues for producing positive effects both on academic
achievement and on ‘'sotial connectedness.” ,
(Slavin,’ 1977, p. 647) : ' R

-
-

In"a similar vein, aqgther review came to the fo]]oding conc]dsion;: .

"The most striking pattern is the consistency with which
individual competition was the most effective reward - oo
structure implementeq in strengthening the independent .

task performances of students, Specifically, individual
competition was more effective than group.competition in, -

six studies..., more effective than,individual reward *°
contingencies in two studies..., and more effective than- -
group reward contingencies in two studies... . St

Because of infrequent comparisons, conclusions regarding
the relative-effectiveness of other reward structures -

-\ compared must be regarded as tentative. Specifically,
individual and group réward contingencies were equally’
effective in one study..., and individual reward contingen--

“cies and group competition were equally effective in another...
In one' study, group competition was more effective than
group reward conmtingencies..., but in another...they were °
equally effective." (Michaels, 1977, pp. 93-95).

§

* The résearc’h'-_-data, therefore, apbeu:{r to 1né_1cate ‘the ‘superiority of._.
individual gompét1t1¢ﬁ fn promoting the acadgmic’achievemen§5bf“students.

Proponents continue to argue in fgéor‘af a more deta11ed'exaﬁiéation @f'the'
effect; of cooperaf;ve ‘group EZWarq strucpﬁ?es. ~Th§général~éph§¢nsus,
seems to be thét, with furthér study:'the éffectiveness.bf group cobper;q

. tive reward structures in .promoting student achievement will be demon-

-

strated. - | TS S

A review of the -studies an.the effects of grade 1evé[ and_curriculum

area led Randhawa and Fu (1973) .to the fo]]ow{ng conclusions: _

:7 .
12




" L ...Ciassrbom
. gr @ . o ef curriculu

a hiﬁg ciimates are appa nt]y~a function - .
. ' And grade level, ‘fdifferences'in L
SO T classroom lear “climates, rated by pupiis or recarded by
b v " trained observers, _presumably,refliect the receptivity of-
- 1earner's toward the central. concepts in a course. JThe; !
. *_ . . monotonic décrease in rating of the quality of-climate as
! -+ 11 the grade levél increases may suggest two tentative conclu~ -
17 & L, > sions. First, schools adversely affect the predisposition’

e ' .of learners, iIf tnfy conclusion is substantfated by well- T
e T .. . designed, representative, cross sectional and/or longitudinal, ‘-
oo o . - studies curficuium hakers and organizational. innovators, .« | -

' c~5vmu1d ’!e the. toughest chaJ]engq of this century to .
rectify .the slt‘ﬂtion p order. 'to justtfy the existence . Y
. , of the formal: sc oof .Second, 1earners become overly i
R criticai with'Uevelopment. The accountabsy 14 ty “of proof .-
N ~«. . v of this pr?pbsggign wiT] rest withcthe educational psxcho-
P

Y

.

{ﬂ e logists‘ R . "
Co ¢ Yy e . _
D |

oy Y In examining these conciusions, it must berkept in mind that .the ra-
. Lo b -

/7 .
r + searchers were. 1ooking at 1earning ciimate,,and not student achievement as

' the depﬂndent vadiabie. Ihe?heiationship between 1earniqp climate and stu-'

(; . | dent achievement.‘however, is not.ciear. ’ Thus, a report that . sty]e of'
& | e educationl] activity (Yecture, ~discussioh, demonstration) is related. to
(;'?;,/' | 1earning ciimate is ﬂPt enoughtcyﬂhether gradevievei and curricu]um area do
i%'f - - have . an impact on the achievement: of students has stil to be e 1ished

y-.: : '- finitive]y ¢ n . ’*f - . ; (,t>'° ' i

t

v ’ s . . 4 . o ~ '

e Sociai skiiis on the part of stug‘ts is yet another variabie that hag

N ‘3
\ .

. . , ‘ ;
;&é . been reiated to student achii*i‘ent.* Cartiedge and Miiburn (1978) for ex- ‘
5 . ample, came to the foiiowing Conciusions with respect to the case for. so-

_ "3 giai skills: . = e o . .
\ ™ W
. g “A]though concefﬂs are sometimes expréssed about the tenden-
R - /“‘“ - cleg-for schools to encourage and jperp¥uate obédient,
i . . - controlledy conforming behavior in classrooms, evidence
{1 ‘ - " from various sources indicates that such behaviors are
ey . corre]ated highly. with académic achievément. Such behaviors
ey, are correlated highly with academic ‘achievement.; Such”behav-
d 0., flors ¥< attending, remaining on task, voiunteering answers,
~ e complying with teacher requests; and interacting with teachers
- and peers ‘about schoel work .have been shown'to ‘bear a positive
“-relationship: to success in 1earning. chiidren\iabeied as |




-
-~

E . . .
’ ,‘- . . Y . . . o

“underachievers or learning disabled have been demon-

: . -strated to lack these behaviors. 'Studies of teacher.
M, . opinion about social behavtors of children suggest -

- that teachers generally prefer childreh who pay atten-

AT ' tion, follow directions, and work ha¥d. Teachers

“respand differenthg}ly toward childien who display diff-
: rent *behaviors, a
*  sponding behavior of teachers can be shaped by varying
' - student behavior., The specifig:tedching of behaviogs -
I such as attending and interacf¥ng: with the teacher have
not only resulted in 1ncreasedfposit1ve behavior from '
the teacher, but it appears that teaching these social:
} “ski11s will also increase‘academic Jearning.” (pp.150-151)
" | S : e o
~Another classroom .varfable of ‘potentisl interest is .team teaching

!

of solitary teachers in the classroom,” The 'r"ese&)m?« on this

versus the use
VSrfable_is sporadic- and not Veny-ribordus;wéjnimigjhg ihe ljkélihoo§ of a
'deffnit19e answer régardiﬁg the ;uéerioﬁitxﬁéf_ong%%bp;oiéh?oVef another,

. 'Armsffong (1977). coricluded, tﬁeréfore,%thaf “many gf the étuqiesrev1ewed ‘
.,.r;bdrted finJans of no signiﬁicant_aiffekences 1nﬂacﬁiéVe@eotfscoresibf

',teamQtaught anq sol1tafy'feacheﬁ~t§d§ﬁ€ﬂleanhérs,;- Hg.conc1ﬂd§d further

“that: o o . . .
"In summation, one {s struck by the very basic nature of the
que§t10n5°fbr which research has failed, after fifteen or
more years bf team teaching to supply at least tentative
.answers. Team teaching, it is evident, represents one of
those educational practices that have not bden,subjected
to truly intensive and systematic investigation. Support "
. for team teaching has-been more of a validation through
affirmation than a vdlidation based dn empirical evidence.
.#&. this junctire, 1{ttle in the research 1iterature provides . -~
- gsolace either for team.teaching's critics or {ts most ardent '
supporters.”  (p. 83) . :

Vk.Fr&m these results;, it can be'conclﬁded wfth relativq ease thit Edr— .
rently Ehgfchéice betﬁéén two methods of teaching should be based on feas-

1bi11€j bﬁnsideraf1on§ rather than on the deﬁonftcgtgd super!ority of\one '
' appro;§h over the otﬁer._ - | !

. . - "/.'- B :
Teacher Characteristics. Not surprisingly, various researchers have

devq;ed-sgme attention to the personal. and professional -characteristics of .

' " . . . ¢ ) \
vt ) ‘ "

.. | 1 9. . ® ¢
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tqu;er; that may.bé,relat d to student achfevement. Vroegh'(1976), for

example, reviewed the research on ‘the relationshipn between the sex of the

teacher and academic aghievement of students. Starting from the docu~
—_— : . . _ '

mentation of fréquenf academic problems émohg'hoys in e]ementany,schoo1s

but nof among gfrls, it was hypothesized that the academic problems among

-~

-boys may stem from thé‘1ow employment levels of male teachers, in .elemen-

tary schools. ‘This, in turn, may lead ﬁy an absence of role models for
boys, aé'wg11 as to ah 1ncreased frequency eof rewarding 'feminine' be-
haviors in the classroom. Vroegh's review indicated, however, that it was

not the sex of the teacher per se, but rather the kinds of classroom ﬁgch-

niques adopted‘by teachers of either sex, that are relevant to the academic
. ‘\"
achievement of students. ‘

s

* "1 prnopose that male teachers as well as female teachers
need training in- understanding the individual child--boy
or girl. Teachers--male and femq1él-need to understand
the best methods for helping children learn, evén if the
methods change with the subject matter, the sex of the
child, and the individual child. -There is no reason to
expect. that maJe teachers and female teachersg cannot be
equally prepared to teach boys as well as girls...

<

I believe that the present review indicates that it is ;
a false hope to flood the elementary schools with male = i
teachers and expect the academic problems of boys to be - '
solved: In 1931, Hewitt... was apparently ahead of -the

research when she suggested that the characteristics of

good teachers are jndividually linked, not sex linked.

She proposed that women teachers as well as men teachers

are needed, but that they should supplement one another...

In any case it is clear that research on the effects of
teachers on academic achievement needs to get down to
specifics such as characteristics of individual tea-
chers and specific classroom-and teaching aids and their
effects on specific children in those environments.
Research on global characteristics such as sex of tea-
R cher has not helped in understanding what to do about
a the problems of the academic achievement of elementary
o school children,. particularly boys.” (p. 400)

" Harrison (1976) conducted a study to define those teacher characteris-
tics‘that were're1ated to, gains 1in the reading‘achievement of students.

"; ’ . ]0 . ' ' '
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| » A review of the ‘relevant literature indicated that the use of ideas and
5 - 0p1;10ns expre;séd~ by students was"positive1y_ related to achievément.
Furthé;,' the past fesearch ‘;ndiéated 'fhgt. teachers with highly deve-
I'l'w‘ 1oped conceptual structures he]pgd children more often ih defining And
L eXp1or1ng.pqu{ems, th]e teachers at_\ower 1éve1s of . conceptual deve;
‘ Topment prefefred “more deminative 1nteraétiqns. Harrison's own study
I‘ indicated that autonomy, pkactica] outlook, 1eétur1ng, abstract conceptual -
" structures, and the ‘number of only- children were the most significani'

: feache} variables in explaining viﬁianceiin student reading gains. y
| In a simiiar vedn, Grotberg (1969) concluded that teacher characfer-
"} istics are.impbrtant in determining the kfnds of 1e5rning,that childven
i | * acquire and 1ndeed,.the kinds of social.behaviors that‘ch11dr¢n déve]ob.
ﬂh%]e .teachers are ‘somewhat 1imited by their own biafes in as§e$siné'
( - children, thei; éapacity to be resourceful, flexible, and/supportivé'is
important to the chi]Qren'f‘develdpment.v Further, children 1earn best what
teaéhers stres§ most; thus, it seem§ 1méLrtant to determine wbat teachers

( ' plan tolteach or what their teaching strengths are.

S In reviewing Heqd Start research,_Datta et al. (1976) came up with a

| . variety of teacher characteristicsmthaf seemed to be related to greater

improvement among Head Start children. Ampng(&?gif findings were the fol-

( Towing: .
: e Greater cognitive gains were -achieved with older te&égz;s.

' ' ' ‘@ Children whose teacher's level of general education and prior
e experience’with children were relatively high performed less
l o well on measures of prescfiool achievement and social adjust:

A}

mqpt,than children whose teachers appeared less well qua]ified.

(1 ‘e The use of non-physical control resulted 1n§g}eater gains on
' measures of cognitive abilities than the use of physical con-
ytrol to maintain discipline. ) ‘




. - ' . - . ro. -
| - * o Plaging high emphasis on the goals of independence an3 sel f-

es,
. school readiness, and sogcial adjustment than was p1ac1ng!
1 - Tow|emphasis on these goals. '

care was related to greater gains in cognitive abilit

N

. | 'o'Emp asis on child socializatiqp was related to betterjsbcihl _ ’
i . ~ : adjystment. - N ' ‘ :

e Emphasis on language deve]obmqnt(was related to lower cogn1t1$e ’
: o ., - abilities and sghopl readiness (the authors attribute.this to . Sy
{ ' , s81f-report errors on the part of the teachers). - . .
- e fhetuse,of social-emotional - interactions with children was.
[ . negatively related to children's ability to learn new tasks.

, o Structuring lessons was positively related to gains in learq}hg
{/ ability and school readiness. . .

e The use of art related activity was poéitively related to sghob\
readiness. vg. ' o

1 ' ‘s The use of éreative small group 1nstruction'activ1t1es was
' positively related to gains in cognitive abjlity..school

t

i | \ - readiness, and ability to learn new tasks. ,
° Thé use of rote f:arnihg was pegatively related to gaiés in learn-
’ ing ability. R , : -
j ‘ Anothé; variable that has received some- attention }n the past is the
v control stﬁ?&egg.usgd by teachers in the classroom, Crocker eé al. (1977) .

tried to integrate the varying results from these 'studiésm'with “;..;hé .

{ R interesting hypothesis that a qradual shift may otqur»over time, with Tow

| control yie]ding.more positive results only after a longer period. 'Thus.

‘ the two.ﬁhort-term studies..éfavored High control, the 1ntermeJ1até term
study...show;d,nd significant difference, while the longest study...yie]ded
differences 1in favor of 1§w control...” (p. 166). On ‘the other hand, they p

\i ‘ also assert that'f..w.teaqﬁgr ;nd pugil classroom roles ;bsseSS ;n inherent

stability that does ﬁqt fundamenta11y change even under an apparent drastic

o ~ change in thé‘surface features of fhg class setting.” Thu;.ﬂit may just be

- very difficult to manigulateﬁpxperimentally the kings 6f cbhtrol exerted by.

teachers in tﬁe classroom. Coker and Lorentz (1975, 1976)' did find |

| \ ; .
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ment in reading

v

, Finally, Moore and Schaut (1975) conducted two experiments to determine

whether providing classroom teachers with feedback wouldrresult tn .changes -

in both teacher and student'behaviors. They found that the experimental

teachers (those who reCeived feedback) demonstratqd greater control over

T )t

their teaching behaviors. Further, a second experiment showed significant
differences in behavior between the experimenta] and control teachers, |
indicating that: (1) experimental teachers engaged in diagnosis more
‘often; (2) they conceptualized and empioyed mote appropriate process for

diagnosis, and (3) their students performed better along certain dimensions
| T :

than did the controf'students. The authors concluded that their study de-
. . _ :
monstrated the.impqrtance_of conceptually appropriate‘feedbac& in bringing

about changes in_ teacher behaviors.

Schoo] Level Variables

!

C]assrooms obvious]y do not function in a Vacuum.' They operate within.
the constraints dgfined by the larger schoo] by the administrators of the
school, the schooi~district and the community in which they are located.
All of these can, potentiaiiy, have an impact on the dynamics of the class-
room and on the achievement of students in the c]assroom. The impact of

o @

some of these potential sources of .influence: has been discussed in the

’

literature, and- will be summarized below.

A group of studies 1ooked at the relationship between administrative

behavior and school productivity. ‘Stogdill (1974), for exampie, conc]uded
that "... whenateaahers and principals are described high in consideration :

and “structure, 'their pupils tend to make_higher scores on tests of school




: achievement"‘(b.";40). The dimg;kion of consideration describes. the ex-
tent of peop]e—cenreredness of those %n supervisofy pbsi%ions (teachers and
'amwhﬂgtrators), while the dimension of structuré defines the extent to
which suberyiﬁors are gask orieﬁted, Thus, from"Stogdil]fs\rev?ew, it may

| be deduced that pupil achievement is enhanced when the teachers andiadm)n-
1stra£6rs stregsfboth the task related aqﬂxeéotiona1 needs of'stu&ents;‘
Max imum - benefits can. be obtained from an equal emphasis on pbth these

X )
dimensions. =

ey

Miller (1976) emphasized the importance of the school climate.

"Obviously, if change is what is needed and desired, the
traditional 'socialization' which tends to maintain the -
bureaucracy must be influenced. The research cited - - - ' ¢
earlier points out the crucial role the school leader plays
T in increasing school productivity and pupil achievement.
~ Efforts must be directed at helping principals to behave
~in ways which will 'open up' the schgol climate.”™ (p. 338)

. ‘ P e
~ Therefore, Miller suggests not only that “school climate is 1mportant in
affecting the school achievement of students, but also that the school
principal plays a pivotal role in the implementation of this process. With
* the appropriate training and ski?]s, the principal could. become an ef-
"fective leader 'in restructuring the dynamics of the school. At the same
time, Miller offers some cautions. “.;.It shbu]d be recoghized that good
« leadership, like other healthy organizational dynamics, can enharce the
1mp1ementation'of.§gg prograﬁs as well as good ones. It is also important
to be aware that the likelihood of a poor decision being.reversed or mod-
"{fied in an open climate would be greater than in a closed situation.”
"To the tempting question of what kind of leadership is 'best,’
an answer is typically attempted in educational, not organi-
zational terms. Research that.seeks to throw leadership
‘styles against the criteria of educational outputs (e.g.,
school marks, standardized test results) becomes trapped
-in what may be termed 'the cognitive fallacy.'. Good leader-

_ship, in and of itself, %s a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for a high cognitive payoff at the pupil level.




tion is encouraged, - . \

‘\.

¥ The explanation lies in organizational, not educational “terms.
Good leadership, 1ike other healthy organizational dynamics,
enhances the probability of fnstitational policies being-.
successfully implemented--good policies and bad policies alike.
A school with top leadership, healthy climate, and open-minded

.- teachers may be one in which the successful introduc-
tion of perhaps a new method of teaching arithmetic '
s facilitated, ' If the new method is good, leader- .
ship correlates with school marksy 1f the method 1s bad,
the leadership at that school is going to look negative:
“when the statisticians are through with it.” _

»

In general,'the review of school &limate and'léadership.styles indicates

that much prqgress can be made to ard_achievement]gains by developing

¢ : E .
leadership styles that’, emphasize bbth structure and consideration, by
X . - “ | B .

bui]ding a school climafe'that is opeh and wheré free exchahge of_informa;.\

\

PR

Y

In a lgngitudinal stﬁdy conducted in a Middizrschool,'Fréebeny (1978)

. phasized the importance of taking into’accoﬁnt the,organizationa] struc~

ture of. the school. In the -school that constituted the research site for

the study, toth departmentalizati%%ﬁuas the rulé, teachers being iden- -

tified'with'ﬂhe subject;, and pof t“é @tudents.they_téught, and classes

operating regimehtally‘at'the strike of a bell every 47 minutes. " The re-

visién in the struéfural'chakacteristics of the school included the forma-

H

tion of tnterdiscipljnary'fepms of teacheqi; so that each team was respon-

sible for a group of students. A team consisted of four teachers, special-

izing in mathematic;. science, socd al Studies,ﬁand language arts respec-
tively. In addition, bell scheduling was'}eplaced with_'block scheduling;{
yhich provided each grade level with different lunch and expressive arts

 periods. The remaining time on each schedule allowed teachers to block out -

instructional time in ?]qxibic wqys. Further, team classrooms were located
contiguou§ to each other, thus minimizing the ~amount of school-wide

ﬁovemé“nt between classes. In addition, wee'kly meetings -were conduét_ed
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'.betwggn team teachers and students, and there were also parent conférences, |

v

professional staff conferences, and group planning sessions with team

teachers. These structurai changes facilitated feeiings of belong-

’ ingness for both the teachers and the students.. In addition to the .

structural changes emphasis was placed on staff training, supervision, and

instructiona) programs. The maJor goa]s of - this 1ongitudina1 study were to

- {mprdve the.reading achievement ‘of students and to reduce the number of

discipiine problems in the school. The overai] program resu]ted in

B v
improvements along both these goa]s;' “The author conc]uded that student

achievement in reading will improve if reasonabie ski]] objectives are set -
and if process feedback is provided regularly. Deviant student behavior is .

reduced by (a) allowing students an oppo%funity to be responsible for solv- '

ing their own prob]ems, (b) providing feedback to teachers on ciassroom

interactions, (c) faciiitating student .and adu]t interaction on a socia1-~a

~ personal basis, and (d) emphasizing positive behavior$ qnd promoting posi-

"'\

&

tive seif-image. These precursors of improvaent can yq*turn be attributed

N
in part to, the structurai changes and ski11 training. that were undertaken

X " .

.as part of the studys - - ’ ' ~

-

Lo
“With a different perSpective “on” the- ijsue -of sthucture, ‘Sanders and

Wren (1976) examined the effectiveness of o en-Space schools 1in determining-

the educationai achievement of students. A review of the sporadic work

/ g
done in this areg led the authors to tonclude that: ‘ ' ‘

“As a ‘whole, these studies indicated that pupils in the
open schools did at least as well as pupils in the tra-
ditional schools in measured cognitive achievement;

. there may be some tendency from boys to benefit from the .
open environmént more than girls, in this respect;_and
‘academic achievement in the open classes improves drama-
tically over thdt of traditional classes in a iong~term
evaluation. (p.: 62)

16
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glgbal environment may not have much impact

: | I

n addition to the effects on academic achievement,ythe researchindicated

the\.development of_favorabie attitudes on the part of_teachers, parents,

and pupils during open school experience. The fear that anxiety could be

heightened by an open-area learning situation was not justified by the
' w o)

results of these studies.' In.concJusion,'the authors ‘remarked t?at open _

schools are effective." | R 4 )

Datta’ et al. (1976), while focusing on evaluating the effectiveness of

Head Start programs, made some: references to <chool characteristics of
.potentiai relevance: to academic achievement. These authors‘found that the

degrif to which classes were structured was positiveiy related to gain; in

,school readiness and learning . abi]ity among Head Start chiidren. In ad- .

dition, the extent of teacher stapility. was aiso reiated to gains in var-
' N L ,

ious‘achievement areas. That is, the txtent to which teachers did not turn

over (so thatistudents were interacting with -the same adults) was related

to the extent to which their students perfOrmed well in the classroom.
While some teacher turnover may be'beneficial therefore, extensive changes
in who is teaching may well have a detrimental impact onjwe academic
progress of students,’ fostering in them a sense of turmoil~”and a lack of

environmental stabiiity.

-

i

In a criticai review of the academic aéhievement of black students in

desegregated schoois,'Bradley and Bradf%y (1977) referred to findings that
have some re]evance in the, present context. . One result reported in-severai |

. studies was that the effective agent for changes in black stydent achieve-

ment was not - school desegregation but classroom desegregation. While

studies reporting this finding hayve been cr¥ticized on me;hodoiogicai

grounds, there may be some vaiidity to the copclusion that changing the

n academic performance un-

]ess the <proximate classroom environment-unergo s parallel changes. 'TheA
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authors offer the following suggestionssin an.attempt to provide directions -
for improving minority performance: | |

P ( " .. effective interventions for: imprpving the academic N s
+ : - achievement of various cultural groups may be derived
' ‘ . 1f more 4s known about the.situational jactors that ¢
' positively or negatively affect the classroomamotiva-
;) ' tion of these cultural groups...'Black students' aca- '
" demic performance... may. be more effectively increased
‘ Cif the situational factors that maximize their class- . -
< " roommotivatiqn may be delineated and replicated within °
thetr classrooms in both predominantly black and‘ -
// - predominantly white schools." (p. 445).

These comments point out the need for a caref]ul examination of the .
situational contingencies before a- quich-and easy" solution to the poor ! B
academic performance of any grbup is provided. |
, o R In a study -of the effects of various school' teacher, and student

% characteristics conducted by the Federal Resérve Bank of Philadelphia,
. | _
Summers and Wol fe (1975), among other things, concluded that:
j ' o A1l types of students at allMevels of schooling experience
e larger rates of growth in achievement if they are attending
more, and if unexcused absences and lateness are minimized.
o All types of. students in elementary schools do better
if they are taught by teachers who graduated from higher
. rated colleges, and if they aré in schools with large
X proportions’ of high achievers.
e All types of’ students in senior high schopl do better
{ if they are in smaller schools where dropouts are less
of a problem. , .

Jackson (1975) updertook an ekamination of one of the control systems

frequently used in _schools to ensure minimallﬁgadequate performance; viz.,

. .o . . ]
grade retention.' Grade retention is the practice of requiring.a student

‘who has been in *a given grade level for a - full school“year to remain at
that level for a subsequent school yean. After a careful review of the re-
Ty : : ' _

search investigating the effects of grade retention, the author came to the

L4

follouing conclusions:

R __ o | . \ ) »




I,Dne generai conclusion about the effects ot grade retention
relative to grade promotion is clearly warranted by
all the results taken as a whole: There is no reliable
body of evidence to indicate that grade retention is more
beneficial than grade promotion for students with serious .
_academic or adjustment difficulties. This is clearly . S
indicated by the pattern of results... Thus, those '
educators who retain pupils in a grade do so without
valid research evidence to indicate that such treag-
.+ ment-wilT provide greater benefits to students with
_ - “academic or adjuStment culties than will promo-
RN ,fidn to tﬁe next grade.“’ (p. 627, author S itaiics)

The author goes on to. c]arify that this conc1usion shoui not be inter~

preted to mean that-promotion is better than rétention but rather that the

& -

accumu]ated evidence is so poor that vaiid inferences cannot be drawn con-
cerning the relative benefits of the two options. These comments serve to- ..
high]ight another major issue’;hat confronts educators today. In the ab- «
sence of va]id research “data clearly indicating the ‘superiority of one
strategy or phenomenon over another, how should choices be made? On the..
basis of common sense? 7 In the examp]e of grade retention. shou]d school .

boards be governed by their own_ personai preferences as to which strategy
\

should be adopted bj'the schoo] system? C]ear]y, these are hard questions
to answer. nd it is suggested here that systematic attention directed to

the'se and similar issues may do much to improve the qua]ity of eduéation in

’~'," a o
schoo]s. ‘ - : PR
; o i N

General Comments - QJ,:e

sy

_The diversity of thé’find?ngs with respect. to the potentiai impact df [

t'_

various school'and classroom characteri stics off, the academic ach’ievement of o

students is abundantiy clear frum the foregoing review, Even when “the

overa]] summaries of these findings are considered one finds some reports BN

" that are diametricaily opposed in their conclusions. A few of these “will

MEEN
..

now be noted to il1lustrate the diverging conclusions that may be drawn from

4

~ ’the research in this area. ‘ o ‘a
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Cohen and Smith (1972) and Spivack,(1973)consider it a fallacy to as-

sume that‘Ztudent achievement is significant]y af?ected by organizational

arrapgements within the schools. They argue that differences in school re-

sources (e.g», teachers, cﬂrricu]um facilities) or how they are organized

(e.g., team teaching, ability grouping, and the 1ike) appear to have little

effect on achievement. Schooﬂ output they argue, "simply does not seem to

respond to variations in organization resources or consumer pressure"
(Cohen and Smith, '1972). These authors go on to point out that these rev

3
! sults are not due to the fdct that research demonstrates the lack of ex-

istence'of a relationship. Rather, itheir conclusions are based on the fact

“that Tittle research has been done on the subfect. ‘In large part, the fal-

lacious assumptions &re based on extrapo]ations from. individual ieveT

studies. ‘But without reference to the institutiona] situation, there is

simply "no way we can assess the impact which schools might have." (Cohen‘

and Smith, 1972). These authors arrive at similar conciusions with respect

\

to the impact: of schools on student attitudes or values:

3 "... we have been unable to tur( up any evidence which "
- ' suggests tpat schools have much of a differential effect
¢ on the attitudes or values of students... everytiﬁing
" we have been able to turn up suggests }Hat schools
affect students' attitudes and values 1n roUgh]y
the same way as they affect their students chieve-,
ment. Their impact is quite uniform, n cohpar-
ison with background factors, quite mdﬂ st."
(Cohen and Smith, 1972) -
Simi]ar conc]usions have been arrived at in other reviews of educationa]
oresearch. After an extensive review of the existing literature pertaining

to school effectiveness, Averch et al. (1972frarrived at six major policy

. .
e L}

fmplications:

‘e Research has not idéntified a variant of the existing
system. that is consistently relatgd to students' educational

outcomes.

A\
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"o Increasing expenditures on traditionai educationai practices
15 not Jikely to improve educational outcomés substantially. \
¢ There seem to be Opportunities for significant reduction or R
.redirection of educattonal expendityres without deterioration ‘

| o ~in educationai outcomes. ' - D .
' _l. _ _ 0 Innovatioh responsiVeness, and, adaptation in school . systems
: o decreases with size’and depend on exogenous’ shocks to the' .

. \ R \.‘l .
w Educational research is serious1y deficient in terms of the
[ . . size, scope, and focus of research'efforts and in the inte-~
[ . . . gration'of research results. co ,

yi I " system.

“\ o ) Research tentativeiy suggests that improvement in student out-_,

| ' comes, both cognitive and noncognitive, may require sweeping

i o chinges in°the orga tion structure, and conduct of educa- _
2 . tional experiences.

’ ) - i . l J - . .
»  + . In contrast to the pessimistic conclusions of these authors,-other're-

P ' .. searchers’ have concluded that many of these variables are of primary

‘ :’;, ""importance in determining'student.achievement; Shea (1976),'for'eXampie,

f? _ conciuded:that: )

"1.. encouragement of educational goals by such'significant
.. others as teachers and guidance counselors.depends some-
- . what on socioeconomic status, but more on student educa-

' A tiona] goals; . . o

2. 'educatibnai goal levels depend somewhat on socioeconomic
origins, more on schotastic ability, and most on signi-
‘ _ : - cant others'"encouragement of educational goals;
. - 3. academicuperfonmance depends somewhat on socioeconomic
‘ . grigins ;obut most on a combination of educational goal
‘ evels and scholastic abiiity. (pp. 509,511)

schooi personnei have a significant impact on the model of the academic'

and the enviroqment are significant pnedictor variables and both should be

©+ taken into account 1n such a. model. "The recognition that educationa] at-

portunity ‘and changing opportunity impiies an. ‘emphasis on process, and this

* \ . ‘ () . )
According td Shea, then, significant others such -as teachers and‘other;o

(I . .achievement of students. He argues, that: both the individuai (the student)'

R j' ~ tainment is. comprised of % dynamic reiationship be tween perception of op-
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counter with the’ edtcational sy em.1 o ST

L e (‘ S ; k. : ,‘ ) L
y refers to what happens in schﬁois and ciassrooms during a student’s en- °

\'.

The author goes on to point to wome of the prpbiems inherent in de<

’

termining the re]ationship between schooi variables and - student achieve--

ment( Acoording to Shea .the—most obvious way to equaiize educationai op-.

‘\
portunities is to insure that faci]i;ies are equhiiy disbursed But even

9

- such insurance does not . necessari1y~resu1t in equal outcomes part]y be-.

- A L)

cause outcomes are not equaiiy received In addftion if ai] the relevant ..'
input variabJes were meaSUred it wouid be apparent that even equal]y disa

bursed resources may turn out to be unequa] ‘ These comments serve to high»; :

1ight the importance of ensuring that the reievant variables. are measured

state. © | o S | .

s\ 3 ' (I

0ther inconsistencies in the variabies and methods use may serve to

expiain further the divergent #esuits of many of the studi s in¢ the area.:

One signiﬁicant difference centers around the{ﬁefinition of the dependent _

g t

variable. In the foregoing discussion, student achievement has been used

as though it were a uniform, unidimensional construct.- In contrast how-&

_ever, there are probabiy ae many operationaiizations of this variable as

there are studfes. - Researchers have ‘used criteria of Student achievement
-

ranging ¥rom 1Q scoresiﬁgrade point averages achievement scores in much .
speciaiized areas a; reading, arithmetic, teacher ratings.. That differentw
- findings emerge with the use of different criterion variabies shouid be"

hardiy be : surprisingt Further, some researchers have used student atti-

'tudes and values toward academic achievement as their criterion variabie.

\,Using an, even wider definition some researchers examine the sociai

vy *
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d o ‘emotiohal, as well as the inteﬁlectual development, of students in studies

| ) .‘ . .

.o - of academic aChiqcement. '“:?; definition’ of what exactly constitUtes

? academic achievemfnt is at the core of many of-.the problems -facing someOne A :
. :P

pal who wishes to reConcile the divergent results provided by relevant studies.

As with the criterién variable, problems abound with respect to the
predictor Variables of interest Thus, for 'example, class size discussions
frequently get bogged down with the issue of how to define optima] class ‘
-! 7 size. Much of the inconsistency-in'the findin?s can be expfaiheg\in;terms K -
o _ | “of varyfhg definitionsvof what constitutes &fiarQe and a small classl Un-
R “Tess" uni form definitions are used across research studies, Wt 1s impossible
~ to arrive at_an inteorative understapding of the effects of varying class

sizes on academic achievement. ® Similar .problems are encountered,.when-.
1 ’self-reports are used to measure the various predictor variables. Even
| whéﬁ’one researcher uses.a- predictor variable that has known psychometric'
L - W properties: it is impossible to compare the results of one study with an-

other un]ess_the,same measure is used in both. In addition to uni formi ty

~

ofvdefinitions, uniformity of measurement tools {s essential to a com-

prehensive ‘'understanding of the problem.

. Another issue that has: beclouded some of the findings is that of the

\ | unit of analysis. Some - studies use individual performance as -the criter-

‘bion. Othe@s are interested in the total class performance. Still others I

‘?.wmy focus on the performance of the entire school Researchers with a dif- .
B : “ y ferent perspective may compare the performance of one subgroup. e.g., | o
. -t, .,"blacks with that of another, e.g., white. Thus, the unit of analysis can
- range from the indjvidual :8 various aggregate bodies that serve as the
‘t?oCUs of a researcher s interests. Great caré” must be exercised when
generalizing across units of analysis, and lack Pf this care max be at

;~fau1tpin‘some-of the~inconsistent findings repﬁrted in the 1iterature.

L
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'1nconsistenc1es‘1s coﬁpdrison across age/grade -levels. It is quite 1ikely

f that factors ‘that affect the academic achievement of veny young children ©

b Fina]lj; another 1issue that may be responsib]cn.for some of the

are quite different from those that affect the, academic achievement of
teenagers. Thas, what appears at first glance to bg”an inconsistency mqy

actually be a developmental phenomenon.

-
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SUWMARY OF FINDINGS - - .

C]assroom'Variables

4"

¢
<

Under.certain circumstances, class size may be negatively related to
academic achievement, but, a variety of process variables moderates
this relationship, 0vera1]. no consistent results have been .found
with respect to the impact of c]ass size on academic_achievement.

With respect to the kinds of reward structures that have been used in
classrooms, the most.consistent positive effects’ have been obtained
With. the use of® individua] competition .

' .
The' format of teaching used (lectures discussions. etc.) bears no
consistent relationship with student achievement.

, ‘ ‘ : _ o .
Emphasizing the learning of social skills in the classroom may faci-
litate academic achievement. .

A
Hith respect. to team teaching versus solitary teacher teaching, the
superiority of one over the other has not been consistently demon-

“strated.

There 1s no consistent evidence to indicate that same- sex teachers
facilitate classroom learning. "

-

Teachers who have a highly deveToped cognitive‘structure faci]itate
the academic performance of their students. _

In general, students tend to learn best what their teachers emphasize
most

_ The style of teaching used by teachers in the classroom may have a

significant impact on student learning. In general, non-physical
control appears to be superior; when teachers are not directive,
lonqitudinal gains in student achievement may be elicited.

Providing teachers with appropriate feedback regarding their teaching

_styles may lead to. improvements, not only in teagher behaviors, but in
- student behaviors as well. . .

4

School Level Variab]es

\

Administrative behavior is important to student.achievement.. " Admini-
strators should emphasize both consideration and stiucture in their
Jeadership styles. The principal's role is crucial to the better

. performance of students. - .

The climate in the school should be open.‘with exchange of informa-
* tion and sharing. of ideas being encouraged.

251 - ' | |
30 L




g

-
» T
- "

L]

Ho The structural arrangements of the school should be designed so as-to

promote feel}
which in turi

of belongingness on the part. of students and teachers.
ilitates student achievement.

.
. *

o S

The way that the classroom 1tse1f is structured is 1mportant in student
achievement - .

Open schools are at least as effective as trad1t1ona1 schools in

promoting student achievement. . o AR .

It is important to maintain a certain degree of staff stability. Exces-
sive teacher turnover. is negatively related to student performance oot

&

If gawns in student achievement are to be realized, school level changes

"should be paralleled by classroom changes. For example, school de-
- segregation must be accompanied by classroom desegregation if*gains

in student achievement are. to be realized.

w

P

" The use of control mechanisms, for ekamp]e.grade retention, does not’

necessarily lead to gains in student achievement.
/
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decision 1s being implemeited as intended.
. | N .

_POLICY IMPLICATIONS

‘ Because of the.relative dearth of consi stent information about the en-

*

'vironmental factors which are related to ‘the academic achievement of -
students, it is rather difficult to draw clear-cut implications regarding
the school <lassroom, and teacher characteri stics ‘that could be - altered.
Before even tentative conclusions are drawn, it is wise to point to some:
cautions that should Be kept in-mind when examining these conclusions.

First it is clear from what research exists that no one sol ution applies

across-the-board to all schools, all classrooms, all teachers, and an

s students. Thus, the contingencies of the Specific situat}on must guide “to

a largge extent; the kinds of policies that are implemented. Second, ‘the

process of how a policy is implemented is often as important as thksub-'

stance of what 1is being implemented The literature is replete with ex-
amples of individuals rejecting decisions that are imposed from the top
down.- In contrast, when those who are affected by'a particular decision
are involved .in the decision-making process, they are much more 1ikely to
be committed to the -decision, and have a greater investment in the 'suc-
cessful . implementation of the decision, Third, it is important to examir;(e
all potential consequences of a particular decision be_fore impl ementing it,

Thus, ‘while a particular decision may. result in apparent gaing in student

' grades it might at, the same time have de eterious effects on students' so-

cial or emotional well-being. If most, if not all of the potential con-

sequences: of a decision are known in advance, it is possible to make an

informed choice about the trade-offs between _the benefits and the risks of:

that decision. ‘Finally, careful~monitoring is required to ensure that the

<
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; - The foregoing cautions make 1t -quite clear _that there are no
) ) quick and-easy remedies that can be applied across-theaboar 0 aiieviate
o probiems in student achievq.fnt. Systematic and thorough attention to ‘'some

- | phenomena may, however, start movement in the right direction. Some issues

sn " "« that merit such attention\are discussed below. o
. : o The 1ead15hip style of the principal is crucial in determining
) y : the effectiveness of the school as a whole.. A principal who is

trained in process skiiis as well as the substantative require-
| - - ments of his/her role is 1ikely to be more.effective. It mpy be
z L beneficial, therefore, to spend some -time and money to ensure
that the schooi principa] has ‘the requisite process. skills. mfhese
ot process skills include an ability to place emphasis on the task
I' : . as well as the socio emotional needs of staff and students.
o In addition to possessing the requisite skills himself/herself,
. ‘the principal should be able to promote such skills among staff.
If teachers are similarly disposed to pay attention to both the

‘curriculum and the student, much couid be gained in the area of
student’ achievement : .

'5' ’ o The climate of the sc oo shouid be open, where information is
S shared freely, and ideas exchanged openly. Secrecy in admini-
- ' stration only leads to misinformation at the lower 1eve1s and
i ¢ ' mistrust between supervisors and subordinates.

: ° Regimentation and excessive structuring of student scheduies may
] - cause students to feel alienated from the school situation, which

> int could have a negative impact on.academic performance. As

far as. possible, the physical, procedural, and social strugture
[, of the school ‘should be h that it fostcrs fee]ings of beiong-
K N ingness among students and staff, :
: - » . e. Some attention needs to be directed to staffing Excessive teacher
| turnover may have a-negative impact on student performance,. While
: y some turnover is probably desirable, it is important to maintain

some degree of stability during ahd between school years.

® Control mechanisms such as grade retention, etc., should be used
: . with the knowledge that their superiority in enhancing student
([ . performance has not been demonstrated.

o In certain circumstances, it might be more effective to ‘have small’
i - classes. But it is not the sheer number of students in.a class-
‘ room, but rather the process that ensues, that is the impgrtant
, antecedent variable. It is, .therefore, more fruitful to ensure

[N
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that the process in the classroom is appropriate to the subject ., .
matter of the class than simply to reducg®tMe number of students
in any particular class. . .
o Designing the reward structure of the classroom so that is promotes
healthy competition among thqbstudents in the class may lead to « ~
« some gains. ' o ' ,

.

o Since it is abparent that students learn best what the teachers
emphasize most, a careful evaluation of the priorities about »
‘what ghould be emphasized would probably be beneficial. T .

® A high degree of directiLe activities in the glassroom may havé :
a negative impact on student achievement. As far as possible, S
teachers should minimize the extent to whjch they use controlling
behaviors in the classroam. ' .

N
o 1

® The use of physical control is not. beneficial. ' o o

@ Providing teachers with conceptually appropriate feedback about
their teaching styles and behaviors may lead to improvements in
teaching styles and, indirectly, have an impact on student
performance. In order to provide such feedback, it is probably
necessary for colleagues and administrators to visit classes
occasionally, which requires expenditure of 1imited time resources
as well as the cooperation OF the.relevant teachers. The payoff
in terms of student achievement might, however, be worth the costs.

@ Some attengion to developing-social skills among students may lead
- to compl tary ‘gains in student achievement.

o Team teaéhing’shbu1d be uséd wﬁen it appears to be appropriate to
. the subject matter being taught. , : .

o A facia]]y and séxua]]y ba]ahced staff of teachers provides student§ ¢

with different demographic characteristics as well as the ‘appropriate’
.role models. This, in turn, may have a positive impact on achievement.

AN

"o The changes made at the school level shoh]d be éef]ected. as far
as possible, in changes at the classroom Jevel. Thus, an open
climate in the school should be reflected in an open climate in . .
- the tlassroom; desegregated schools should have desegregated L
classes; and so on.” * . o T
R . . i Ky
Obviously, the task of improving stddent achfevement is not a simple one.
Any*policy changes that are implemented will- probably not.show any results.
- for at least a year or two. With broad-based commitment to changes, with
. changes 1n”organizationa1 structyre, c]imﬁte,‘ski]]s. and with experience,

it is hoped that the long-term effects. would far,oitweigh the costs of im- "

. “,.m | “ . “l' . . H‘/ -
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4f S plemepting changes in the steady state of the school. People 100k1n§ o
| | "quickie" solutions that result in immediate ‘and dr"amatic results will,
[ . " however, be decei ving themselv,ec\ N | | .
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! e .. RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS _ ]
§- _ A research study designed to examine the impact of various school and
i R ‘classroom “variables on student achievement basically would have little -

educational research to provide an existing theoretical base. Hhile much . |
f' ' educational research has focused attention on characteristics of the'--

.individual students, their socioeconomic bacl!grounds, and their children
A ) environment as determinants of their school performance, the impact of the,‘
e organizational properties of the school and the classroom has remained re-

( - 7 e
latively unexplored. In the following paragraphs, .some of" the relevant

i o organizational antecedents of - school performance are highly outlined. A

.

research endeavor encompassi ng these variables could contribute much to the

i S understanding of the determinanté of student achievement.

h ] %

. Structural“ Variables.' These variables define, not the physical but .

| rather the procedural, structure of the school. Standardization, for ex~- -

" .. A ~ ample, refers to the extent to which policies and pr*ocedures of the school .
. across the varfous functional _-subunits of the school. Do all teachers have .

’ o b follow the same rules‘ and regulations, the same methods ,and; techniques,

etc.? Formalization refers to the extent to which these policies and

- P——

: procedures have official s_anction. Are'/'ules and _regulatw.idns written down?
Do they take the fom of policy that is strictly enforced: Di‘f-

ferentiatioh refers to the extent to which the ﬂ:nctions of the school are

allocated to subunits within the school. Is: discipline the exclusive

.

domain of one subgroup of  school personnel? Do teachers overlap in their’

_ functions with counselors? qIntegration is the complementary concept to
L} ] ’
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differentiatlnn, and refers to the extent to which the functions of the

different subunits ‘are coordinated. - These and other structurai properties,.“

R
of the organization have been shown to have an impact on organizational ef-

( fectiveness. To the extent that the academic perfonmance of students de-
fines the criterion for the effectivenss of a school , these structurai‘ "

' propertigs are ‘relevant in assessing the precursors }of. school: ef-

fectiveness. ' ' ’ v V

{Organizationai Climate. .The social and emotionai environment that

prevaiis in an organization is of vital importance in determining the at-

titudes of members toward the organization. If. the ciimate is one of open- -

ness ‘and honesty, attitudes are 11kely to be significantiy-more_favorabie‘

than.if they are not.- Attitudes toward the organization define, to a cer-

tain extent, the degree of commitment qrganizationai members have to. the

goaiségﬁ.the organization. School personnel, inciuding staff and students,

are much more 1ike1y to striye for school effectiveness in a‘climate of
. . (

~-openness and honesty._~The kind of social ciimate brevaiiing in the school .

i€, thén, a relevant precursor of schoo] effectiveness.

Leadershig i_ Styles. There are, at least two -aspects of. the
organizational mandate thatzieaders can choese to focus om--the members of
the organtzation or the task of the organization. It has been_shown in the
reseatrch literature thatfa'ieader who emphasiaas task‘functions exclu=

siveiy may prove detrimental to organizational effectiveness in the 1ong

run. Ideally, emphasis on both these aspects of 1eadership is necessary. ;

=

In addition, a participative styie of leadership is associated with greater

effectiveness in a large number of situations. The leadership style of the -

~ school principal is therefore relevant in assessing the® effectiveness of

the school as a whole. It s significant for another reason as well. The

.
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. style of .leadershifp, that the principal choosesk to adopt may have some ]
impact on the leadership styles”of other 'school staff.

-~ Job Characteristics. Aspects of the specific'jobs of the school staff

5“ T " have a major impact on the quality of.the.Job performed by employees. Var-

ious job charaeteristics are.of relevance here. Autonomy defines the ex-

A4

[
related decisions. Variety ‘refers to the extent to which the individuals

j | tent to which the individual; e. g., the teacher, feels free to make job-
{ feel they are doing the same thing ‘over and over. Task Impact refers to’

| ' | " the extent to. which individuals feel that their work has made a difference.
‘ | Task CompleteneSs refers to the ability of .an ,individual to complete the

l "~ task from beginning to end. Feedback refers to the extent to which doing
kthe Job itself, or external agents such as peers and colleagues, provide ,
v " the individual”with knowledge about how well he/she is doing the job. All

L Y

s o these characteristics of the Job will determine how well the . teacher
te§ches, the principal administers, etc. | S

Working, Conditions. The physical and social ‘conditions in the schoolt
A

o . will have sohe bearing on the performance of the school. Physical” working

i ’ .' condi tions in‘ ude such factors as heat, emperature noi se. ResourCe

materdals, equipment, and information, necessary to do the job well.
& 7

P ‘ Membership Rewards inc ude the pay, fringe benefits, chances for. promotion, .

| Job éedurity, that the s\hool offers its employeeés as remuneration for

i. their services. Safety, both\nhy ical and psychological has become a par-

f o ticularly relevant aspect of wojiing conditions in schools recently, as N
e violence is on the increase. \\

\ .
Interpersonal” Relationships. In :a\\school, there are various -inter-

" personal 1inks that have relevance. ~{hese include the links between

\ . ' \
\
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administrators and teachers, between teachers themselves, between admin-

istrators, betWeen adﬁin{strators and students, between teachers and

students, and among students. The extent to which individuals form co-

hensive groups, to which they are willing to -stand up for each other, to -

i
which they gefine rigid rmrms etd. will have a significant impact on

school performance. . R LT

Individual_.Characteristits. These variables refer t; the quali-

fications,. demographics, 'personalities,' styles, of the school. personnel

Q

| including the administrators, teachers,' and students. These individual

characteristics in isolation, and in combination with characteristics of

/

the other relevant groups, will have an impact on student aChievement,

°

S . ' ‘
termining'the rewards and’ punishments meted out to school members, staff

and students alike. To the extent that rewards and punishments are linked _

L4

to good and bad performance, respectively, these control systems will be

effective in promoting good performang\.and extinguishing bad performance.

"Merely because policy defines that rewards a;e provided for good perform-

ance does not, however, necessarily mean that individuals willaperceive

this 1ink. In deition'to‘making performance-reward connections, then, it

B is-importanﬁ’that school members perceive this Tink.

The Issue of thﬁfoependent Variable. It is relatively easy to say that

school effectiveness is defined by the performance of the. students in the
school. It fis, however, very complicated to define exactly what Cbn-
stitutes student performance. This issue was discussed earl\er in this re-

port.~ ln terms of,a research study, the present writer s included to em-

2l

« brace a ratﬁer broad definition of student performance. It is not just the
\

4
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. Control Systems. These systems define the rules and.regulations"dee.
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| inteiiectuai deVeTopmént ofi a- chiid but ‘the social, -emotional, .and

3

'l»psyChologitab deveiopment of the child as well, that Zre'seen.as the doals

of schoo]ing by the present writer., This broader definitiom complicates .

| the - task of measuring the dependent Variab]e stiii further. Simpie I1Q

measurement is not sufficient. ‘Further, the effects of innate versus en-

vironmenta1,characteristics have to be separated out in an assessment of

 the impact of the schooi on the academic performance of students. Rather,‘

»

than reiy .on’ some artificiai measurement such a$ grade points,” measures
that necessariiy must discriminate (perhao\\unjustifiabiy) among students,e o
it is suggested that the .dependent variab]e be measured through reports of.

know]edgeabie persons.‘ Thus, teachers, other students counseiors, others

N ’

who come into- intimate contaet with an- iqgividuai student are the best .

sourceslof information about the sociai, emotional, and intei]ectuai growth

of that student.

- <

A study . encompassing all these variabies simuitaneousiy, and, across a
\

variety of different schoo! ‘settings, fis neoessary before we can begin to

disentangie the. effects of different aspects. of the schooi environment on

> 2
. the performance of students. : .t '
A
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